1. Which Gamaliel is meant by Acts and which by the counterpart rabbinic sayings attributed to a Gamaliel? Two Gamaliels flourished in the first century, the one, Hillel's heir, the other, the grandson of Hillel's heir. The chain of tradition set forth in tractate 'Abot chap. 1 knows, from Shammai and Hillel forward, the following:
1:16 A. Rabban Gamaliel says, 1:17 A. Simeon his son says, 1:18 A. Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel says. It is generally assumed that "Simeon his son" is duplicated by "Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel." Thus Gamaliel I is represented as Hillel's successor in the chain of tradition, followed by Simeon b. Gamaliel I. Elsewhere, a statement attributed to Judah the Patriarch claims Hillel as Judah's ancestor. The patriarchal links are explicit. There is, moreover, a second Gamaliel in the first century, who flourished after the destruction of the Second Temple. This Gamaliel II produced a second Simeon b. Gamaliel, the one treated in such constructions that are also covered in Paul's lettersa limited proposal indeed, but one that, in context, bears profound theological implications, as we shall make clear.
Formulating the problem in so minimalist a framework bears the judgment that we cannot open the Mishnah and reconstruct the teachings of its named authorities, including Gamaliel. Why not take whatever the rabbinic sources-early, late, and medieval-attribute to (a) Gamaliel at face value? The reason hardly requires elaborate statement but bears repeating. No critical scholar these days expects to open a rabbinic document, whether the Mishnah of ca. 200 C.E. or the Babylonian Talmud (b. Bavli) of ca. 600 C.E., and there to find what particular sages on a determinate occasion really said or did. Such an expectation rests on gullibility: believing everything without criticism. 2 There is a second problem, separate from the critical one. Even if we were to accept at face value everything Gamaliel is supposed to have said and done, we should not have anything remotely yielding a coherent biography or even a cogent theology of more than a generic order. All we have are episodic and anecdotal data, bits and What of the Gamaliels of whom the Mishnah speaks? It must follow that the Mishnah's Gamaliel can be either the first, with whom Paul in Acts is alleged to have studied, or his grandson. When a Gamaliel is mentioned in the company of Eliezer, Joshua, and Aqiba, that is the second. So the problem of the historical Gamaliel proves complicated by the question, which Gamaliel, and to whom do otherwise-indeterminate Gamaliel-sayings and stories belong? And the answer we give is: a particular corpus of Gamaliel-sayings represent the patriarchate. But which ones? We answer that question in detail.
2. A choice example of false premises for a scholarly program is supplied by Shaye J. D. Cohen, "The Significance of Yavneh: Pharisees, Rabbis, and the End of Jewish Sectarianism," HUCA 55 (1984) 27-53. To formulate and prove his theory, he has exhibited the gullibility that seems to characterize retrograde scholarship even now in the encounter with the rabbinic sources for historical purposes. Except for arbitrary reasons of his own, Cohen consistently takes at face value the historical allegation of a source that a given rabbi made the statement attributed to him. That is his starting point throughout. This is spelled out in Jacob Neusner, Reading and Believing: Ancient Judaism and Contemporary Gullibility (BJS; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986). There I show that only on the premises of believing pretty much everything as historical fact can a variety of scholars have built their constructions.
pieces of this and that, that scarcely cohere to form an intellectual biography.
If, however, the particular person of Gamaliel is not accessible, we do have a corpus of compositions that portray convictions characteristic of the institution of which in his time he was head 3 and that is represented by passages in the Mishnah that exhibit a distinctive form and Sitz im Leben. We refer to what became the patriarchate. Gamaliel, as we shall see, is identified as part of the patriarchal chain of tradition beginning at Sinai and culminating in the Mishnah. What became the patriarchate is embodied in Hillel, Gamaliel I, Simeon his son, Gamaliel II (after 70), Simeon b. Gamaliel II (of the mid-second century), and the Mishnah's own sponsor, Judah the Patriarch (ca. 170-210). Whatever its standing and form prior to 70, its theological tradition is situated by tractate 'Abot chaps. 1 and 2 squarely within that traditional continuum. Form-analysis of traditions formally particular to Gamaliel and Simeon b. Gamaliel affords episodic access to a number of theological convictions and topics important to the continuing tradition of the patriarchate preserved, on its own terms, in the Mishnah. These, then, in our view will adumbrate the topical program and perspective to which Paul would have been exposed in his discipleship to the patriarch Gamaliel-a program characteristic of the patriarchate throughout its history, as we shall show. 4 
THE PATRIARCHATE AND THE COLLEGIUM OF SAGES
Our account of the theologies of the patriarchate and sages' collegium begins not with the Mishnah but with 'Abot, its first apologia, 3 . We hasten to add: that "institution" is unlikely to have replicated in the pre-70 period the political-religious authority of the early-third-century patriarchate, with its Roman sponsorship. Clearly, the transformation of a sect, the Pharisees, into the administrative arm of the Roman government in the land of Israel (meaning: for the ethnic community of the Jews), such as unfolded in the later first through the early third century, requires study on its own terms. What is important is that the fully-articulated patriarchate, represented by Judah the Patriarch, sponsor of the Mishnah, traced itself back to Hillel via Gamaliel I and II and Simeon b. Gamaliel I and II, and, as we shall show, in the Mishnah preserved their traditions in a privileged literary formation, the domestic Ma'aseh, distinct in its formal traits from the judicial Ma'aseh, the former the report of personal practice treated as exemplary virtue, the latter the report of a court ruling not validated by the person, by the office of the sage who made the ruling, or by the consensus of sages. We maintain, then, that the topical program characteristic of the domestic Mdaseh forms an ongoing tradition, preserved in its own literary construction, by the family of Hillel--Gamaliel--Simeon b. Gamaliel--Gamaliel --Simeon b. Gamaliel --Judah the Patriarch.
4. Obviously, we claim no more than that. We do not allege that it was only from the patriarchate (or its earlier, Pharisaic, formation of the pre-70 age) that Paul could have derived the portion of his topical program represented in this study. which reached closure in ca. 250 C.E., a generation or so beyond the completion of the Mishnah. There we begin, as the cited passage indicates, with a chain of tradition that extends from Sinai to Hillel--and that links the figures of the patriarchal house, Gamaliel, Simeon, Gamaliel, Simeon, and Judah, to Sinai through Hillel. An abbreviated citation suffices:
TRACTATE 'ABOT 1:1-18 1:1 A. Moses received Torah at Sinai and handed it on to Joshua, Joshua to elders, and elders to prophets. B. And prophets handed it on to the men of the great assembly. 1:2 A. Simeon the Righteous was one of the last survivors of the great assembly. The stem of the Sinai tradition that encompasses sages, not the patriarchate, begins with the explicit intrusion of an authority who received the tradition not from Simeon b. Gamaliel via Gamaliel but directly from Hillel and Shammai, a stunning shift possible only as part of an accommodation of the authority of the sages with that of the patriarchate: both derive from Sinai, both pass through Hillel. What is important is that the chain of tradition is picked up by Rabbi (= Judah the Patriarch) and his two sons, named for the first-century figures, Gamaliel and Hillel. Then, as we said, comes a new and comparable institutional continuator to receive the Torah from Hillel and Shammai, namely, the sages' collegium. That is embodied in the fig-ure of the founder of the Yavnean academy after 68 C.E., Yohanan b. Zakkai, and his disciples, including the two principal masters of the generation of Yavneh, Joshua, and Eliezer, masters of Aqiba.
The critical language therefore presents itself in the duplicated genealogy of the dual Torah: Hillel to Gamaliel and Simeon his son, Hillel and Shamma to Yohanan b. Zakkai and his disciples, principals of the period after 70. The Mishnah, sponsored by the patriarchate and embodying the normative law of the rabbinic sages, joins two distinct institutional partners. The upshot may be simply stated: (1) the chain of tradition runs from Sinai to the masters of the Mishnah through the patriarchate-Hillel, Shammai, and Hillel's heirs and successors, Gamaliel, Simeon, Gamaliel, Simeon; and (2) it is also taken up by the collegium of the sages, represented by Yohanan b. Zakkai and his disciples.
The pertinence of this fact to our problem will become clear when we ask, how do the two foci of authority, patriarch and sage, relate? In the portrait of the Mishnah, the following anecdote, famous in the study of Rabbinic Judaism, captures the conflict and the way it is resolved-that is, the conflict between institutional authority vested in the patriarch (here, Gamaliel) and the judicial authority vested in qualified sages. This is how the sages, who dominated in the formation of the Mishnah, represent matters, with the obvious acquiescence of the patriarchate.
MISHNAH TRACTATE ROŠ HAŠŠANAH 2:7 2:7 C. Whether t appears in the expected time or does not appear in the expected time, they sanctify it. D. R. Eleazar b. R. Sadoq says, "If it did not appear in its expected time, they do not sanctify it, for Heaven has already declared it sanctified." MISHNAH TRACTATE ROŠ HAŠŠANAH 2:8-9 2:8 A. A picture of the shapes of the moon did Rabban Gamaliel have on a tablet and on the wall of his upper room, which he would show ordinary folk saying, "Did you see it like this or like that?" B. M'SH S: Two witnesses came and said, "We saw it at dawn on the morning [of the twenty-ninth] in the east and at eve in the west." C. Said R. Yohanan b. Nuri, "They are false witnesses." D. Now when they came to Yabneh, Rabban Gamaliel accepted their testimony [assuming they erred at dawn]. E. And furthermore two came along and said, "We saw it at its proper time, but on the night of the added day it did not appear [ The key language is, "My master in wisdom," which concedes to the collegium of sages superior knowledge of the Torah. But the patriarchate gets its share too: "My disciple in accepting my rulings." The obvious bias in favor of the sages' claim need not detain us. How the patriarchate will represent matters institutionally remains to be seen. The Gamaliel-stories we shall consider signal the answer to that question. Aqiba holds that the action of the sages' court in sanctifying the new month is decisive, Eleazar b. R. Sadoq maintains that the decision is settled in Heaven, whatever the state of sightings of the new moon on earth. Aqiba supports Gamaliel's ruling, not because it is the patriarchal decision but because it is the decision of the Torah-authorities on earth (including the patriarch to be sure). Dosa still more strongly invokes the authority of sages in support of the patriarch. So both affirm Gamaliel's authority, by reason of his acting in behalf of the sages' collegium. This theme recurs in the Mishnah, which both acknowledges the patriarchal authority and insists on its subordination to that of the collegium of sages: the normative Halakah defined by them. How the contrary position, that of the patriarchate, is represented remains to be seen.
What reliable historical information do we claim to derive from this story? It concerns not the historical patriarch, Gamaliel II, nor the historical Joshua, Aqiba, and Dosa; and we do not allege that we know what happened in determining the advent of Tishré and the date of the Day of Atonement in some specific year beyond 70. What we claim is that the institutional arrangements upon which the Mishnah rests come to the surface in the narrative at hand. There the sages' perspective on matters governs: the patriarchate has the power, but the sages have the learning, and he concedes this fact in so many words.
Within this perspective, we may ask how representations of incidents involving (a) Gamaliel yield an account of the man in the institutional framework. The answer now is clear: what we allege to define is a reliable picture of enduring attitudes and institutionally supported teachings of, if not a particular patriarch, then the patriarchate over time, including the earlier times-from the third century back to the first. But then the formally-distinct composites and compositions concerning an individual patriarch, a Gamaliel, embedded within the Mishnah but distinct from its normal media of discourse, will lead us from the institutional figure to the representations of a particular individual within the institution. So everything rests on the identification of individuated compositions and composites: formally-distinct writings that in form and content stand for a particular patriarch within the larger patriarchal view of matters. The sage who stands up to the patriarch-both parties subject to the same Torah but only the sage knows its meaning-this construction conveys the sages' view of matters. The patriarch is given no counterpart statement. But in due course we shall see elements of one. The precedent that is adduced is rejected in the transaction, the Sitz im Leben of which clearly is the court or school-session. The Mishnah contains numerous such cases or precedents, all situated in the same life-situation, and these include Gamaliel in the status of a sage among sages. But there is another kind of Ma'aseh, which I call the domestic Ma'aseh, characteristic only of patriarchal figures, Gamaliel and Simeon b. Gamaliel, exceedingly rare for prominent sages. We now turn to the complete Gamaliel-corpus among the Mishnah's Ma'asim. Through the use of diverse margins, broad for the narrative, indented for the context, we preserve the narrative in its larger halakic setting, while signaling its particular limits. We cannot point to any narrative that stands autonomous of its context. We present in detail the Ma'asim that speak of (a) Gamaliel or other patriarchal figure (Simeon b. Gamaliel; occasionally, Hillel). To place the GamalielMa'asim into their larger form-analytical context, the entire corpus of Ma'asim, division by division, is summarized at the end of the presentation of each division of the Mishnah's six divisions. The ruling concerns the household, not the court, and treats Gamaliel's conduct as exemplary. Gamaliel's domestic rulings are then treated as normative law. The narrative, m. Ber. 1:1F-H, consists of an incident, (1) the sons came home late and (2) consulted their father on whether it was still appropriate to recite the Shema', and (3) his ruling that it was. The ruling repeats his abstract opinion, E, that the time for reciting the Shema' extends to dawn. The case is freestanding. The narrative is ignored in I-M, which carries forward the ruling of Gamaliel at E and at the end bears a mediating explanation of the positions of the sages and Gamaliel.
The form of the Mishnah's Ma'aseh is captured here: (1) statement of the case and (2) the sage's ruling, utterly unadorned and stripped down to its simplest elements. Rarely do we find analysis of the problem, secondary development of the ruling, or other marks of revision in context. But, as we shall see, characteristic of Gamaliel's and the patriarchs' Ma'asim is the focus on domestic conduct. This bears the implication: the matriarchs' household represents the model for normative conduct within the community of Israel, and his rulings in private bear public, halakic weight. What is important, as we shall see in due course, is that domestic rulings in the Ma'aseh form are common for the patriarchal names and rare for other names. The halakic context serves only m. 2:5A-B, but m. 2:6, 2:7 encompass within the narrative discourse the halakic context, which is cited in formulaic language but is portrayed as the master's own words. The topical principle of category-formation dominant in the Mishnah is set aside in favor of the selection of teachings about the named patriarch, whose household is regarded at the same time both exemplary and unique. He is a model of piety, unwilling to relinquish the performance of religious obligations, even beyond the measure of the law; so too, his slave was exceptional; and he was frail, a mark of piety within the rabbinic framework: LAMENTATIONS RABBAH 74:12 A. A member of the household in the establishment of Rabban Gamaliel had the habit of taking a basket carrying forty seahs of grain and bringing it to the baker. B. He said to him, "All this wonderful strength is in you, and you are not engaged in the Torah?" C. When he got involved in the Torah, he would begin to take thirty, then twenty, then twelve, then eight seahs, and when he had completed a book, even a basket of only a single seah he could not carry. D. And some say that he could not even carry his own hat, but others had to take it off him, for he could not do it. E. That is in line with this verse: "encrusted with sapphires" [for study of the Torah drains the strength of people].
Stories such as the foregoing attest to the attitude that finds virtue in physical weakness, a mark of prowess in Torah-learning. A-B serve C-E. Without A-B, C-E stand on their own. Read as a unitary construction, the narrative is, (1) case, (2) Gamaliel was asked to rule and referred it to the higher court. Referring cases to the higher court is rare among the Ma'asim of the Mishnah. Let us now consider the Gamaliel-compositions with the other Ma'asim of Mishnah Seder Zera'im. These follow the same form in that they uniformly describe a situation and specify the halakic ruling that governs. The narratives of Mishnah Seder Zera'im are few, uniform, and subordinate to the purposes of the Mishnah-composition in which they are situated. That is, the halakic context frames the narratives and in most instances is required to make sense of them. The sages' halakic Ma'asim follow a single form, described incident + ruling. The exposition of the described incident is simple and never complex; the presentation is one-dimensional, limited to a laconic, economical account of the action a person took that requires classification or the situation that requires resolution. There is no character differentiation, let alone development, no consideration of motive, no picture of details that amplify the incident or action, no sequence of action and response, but only the stripped down sequence: X did so and so with the following consequence. The context supplies the remainder of the information required for comprehension-meaning, the rules of narrative respond to and take for granted the documentary setting. Out of that setting, none of the halakic narratives is fully comprehensible; none exemplifies much beyond itself. So the narratives of the Ma'aseh-classification take for granted the mishnaic-halakic context as much as the expository prose that defines their setting. The patriarchal names, Gamaliel and Hillel, are represented as halakic models, and in the narratives and pseudonarratives no one sage corresponds. The patriarchate may have represented their principals as halakic models and sources of authoritative law, through their very deeds. But this explanation for the phenomenon competes with others. We do not know what to make of the omission of the signal Ma'aseh from the priests' cases, which otherwise conform to the precedent-form. Provisionally, we may decide that Ma'aseh signals a sages' precedent only.
At no point do we leave the limits of the halakic setting in which the narrative is situated. The principal purpose of the narrative is to show how an anomaly is resolved or to illustrate how the halakah functions in everyday life or to provide a precedent for a ruling. None of these entries carries us to some viewpoint outside of the halakic framework. In the narratives as authentic stories that we meet in m. Roš Haš. 2:8-9 (and m. Ta'an. 3:9-10, not cited here), we see how a narrative finds its focus outside the limits of the halakic context altogether. This list shows the singularity of the items in which Gamaliel figures; the domestic Ma'asim in which he is principal have few counterparts or parallels. We cannot ignore the special interest of m. Roš Haš. 2:8-9 concerning Gamaliel and Joshua, cited above, and the famous story of Honi the Circle-Drawer and Simeon b. Shatah, in m. Ta'an. 3:8-9, which in this context requires no discussion. The complex stories of Gamaliel and the sages, on the one side, and Honi and the sages on the other side, concern the power relationships within the institutional frameworks of rabbis in relationship to others, the patriarch, and the wonder-worker, respectively. But they attest to the rabbinic viewpoint on Honi, and we are inclined to think, on Gamaliel as well, whose authority prevails even when his decision errs. In both cases the message is that greater force sometimes prevails over rabbinic wisdom and learning. In both cases it is Heaven's right to override sages' knowledge. So the remarkable narratives of m. Roš Haš. 2:8-9 and m. Ta'an. 3:9-10 about Honi and the sages and Gamaliel and the sages, respectively, set forth the perspective of the rabbinic narrator and his politics. They attest to rabbinic thought, which has coalesced and been realized in an other-than-conventional way.
Seder Našim We find no domestic case-reports. Here is the repertoire of Ma'asim in this division. for her, and she said, "Lo, I am a Nazirite from it." Sages ruled, "She intended only to say, 'Lo, it is unto me as a Qorban.'" 8. Mishnah Tractate Nazir 3:6-Helene the Queen-her son went off to war, and she said, "If my son comes home from war whole and in one piece, I shall be a Nazir for seven years." Indeed her son did come home from war, and she was a Nazir for seven years. 9. Mishnah Tractate Nazir 6:11-In behalf of Miriam of Tadmor [Palmyra] one of the drops of blood was properly tossed, and they came and told her that her daughter was dying, and she found her dead. 10. Mishnah Tractate Gii ti tin 1:5-They brought before Rabban Gamaliel in Kepar Otenai the writ of divorce of a woman, and the witnesses thereon were Samaritan witnesses, and he did declare it valid. 11. Mishnah Tractate Gii ti tin 4:7-In Sidon a man said to his wife, "Qonam if I do not divorce you," and he divorced her. But sages permitted him to take her back, for the good order of the world. 12. Mishnah Tractate Gii ti tin 6:6-A healthy man said, "Write a writ of divorce for my wife," and then went up to the rooftop and fell over and died. 13. Mishnah Tractate Gii ti tin 7:5-In Sidon there was a man who said to his wife, "Lo, this is your writ of divorce, on condition that you give me my cloak," but the cloak got lost. Sages ruled, "Let her pay him its value." 14. Mishnah Tractate Qiddišin 2:7-Five women, including two sisters, and one gathered figs, and they were theirs, but it was Seventh-Year produce. And [someone] said, "Lo, all of you are betrothed to me in virtue of this basket of fruit," and one of them accepted the proposal in behalf of all of them.
We do not see that any of these items qualifies as a narrative focused on conduct in the household as halakically exemplary.
Seder Neziqin MISHNAH TRACTATE 'EDUYYOT 7:7 A. They gave testimony concerning the boards of bakers, that they are susceptible to uncleanness. B. For R. Eliezer declares [them] insusceptible. C. They gave testimony concerning an oven which one cut up into rings, between each ring of which one put sand, D. that it is susceptible to receive uncleanness. E. For R. Elieze declares it insusceptible. F. They gave testimony that they intercalate the year at any time in Adar. G. For they had said, "Only up to Purim." H. They gave testimony that they intercalate the year conditionally. I. Ma'aseh B: Rabban Gamaliel went to ask for permission from the government in Syria and he did not come back right away, so they intercalated the year on the condition that Rabban Gamaliel concurred.
J. And when he came back, he said, "I concur." K. So the year turned out to be deemed to have been intercalated.
The sages' explicit subordination to the patriarch's ruling is illustrated, but this is not a domestic Ma'aseh.
MISHNAH TRACTATE 'ABODAH ZARAH 3:4 A. Peroqlos b. Pelosepos asked Rabban Gamaliel in Akko, when he was washing in Aphrodite's bathhouse, saying to him, "It is written in your Torah, And there shall cleave nothing of a devoted thing to your hand (Dt. 13:18). How is it that you're taking a bath in Aphrodite's bathhouse?" B. He said to him, "They do not give answers in a bathhouse." C. When he went out, he said to him, "I never came into her domain. She came into mine. They don't say, 'Let's make a bathhouse as an ornament for Aphrodite'. But they say, 'Let's make Aphrodite as an ornament for the bathhouse'. D. "Another matter: Even if someone gave you a lot of money, you would never walk into your temple of idolatry naked or suffering a flux, nor would you piss in its presence. E. "Yet this thing is standing there at the head of the gutter and everybody pisses right in front of her." F. It is said only, ". . . their gods" (Dt. 12:3)-that which one treats as a god is prohibited, but that which one treats not as a god is permitted.
Correctly not labeled as a Ma'aseh, this composition establishes a narrative setting merely to dramatize the exchange of opinions; it does not fall into the halakic framework at all, and Gamaliel is not represented as a singular authority in the Halakah. These are the only items that include Gamaliel within a composition bearing the marker, Ma'aseh. The pertinent Ma'asim of Seder Neziqin are as follows: While not a domestic Ma'aseh, the item belongs because the patriarch's ruling is represented as absolute. The Ma'aseh at K would ordinarily carry in its wake a description of sages' response, e.g., "sages' ruled" + N-Q, and that would serve the purpose. All the Ma'asim of the fifth division are halakic, some of them formally more conventional than others. We see no domestic Ma'aseh comparable to those involving Gamaliel.
Seder Teharot MISHNAH TRACTATE KELIM 5:4
A. An oven which was heated from its outer sides, or which was heated without his [the owner's] knowledge, or which was heated in the craftsman's house, is susceptible to uncleanness. B. Ma'aseh S: Fire broke out among the ovens of Kefar Signa, and the matter came to Yavneh, and Rabban Gamaliel declared them unclean. This is a standard Ma'aseh, following the established form. It does not qualify as domestic, and the deed of the patriarch is not represented as authoritative, only his ruling in the manner of the sages. We do not log it into our list of authoritative rulings based on narratives of domestic arrangements of the patriarch. Here is a standard Ma'aseh, not based on the domestic arrangements of the patriarch or sage. But the patriarch, Gamaliel, is represented as a legal authority certainly as learned as any other, contrary to the claim of in. Roš Haš. 3:8-9.
The Ma'asim are as follows: By our estimate, the Mishnah contains 20 domestic Ma'asim, and out of these, 65% involve patriarchal names. We see that, while in the corpus of Gamaliel (and his father and son), the domestic precedent plays a considerable role, no other authority is represented as setting forth his halakic rulings on the basis of domestic arrangements and conduct. What is characteristic of the presentation of the rulings of patriarchs is rare in the report of sages, and even there, at least occasionally (Yohanan b. Zakkai) sages' domestic conduct is reported along with that of the patriarch. What the sages could do only in the context of the collegium of sages, the patriarchal figures could do within their households. And the form of the domestic Macaseh should register: a deed described, not a ruling set forth in abstract terms. The specific actions of the patriarchal figure weighed as heavily as the general ruling of a sages' court. The patriarchal theology implicit in this contrast, its bearing on the definition and standing of the Torah of Sinai in its acutely contemporary realization-these matters are now blatant and hardly require comment.
THE INSTITUTIONAL PERSPECTIVE IN THE GAMALIEL MA'ASEH-CORPUS
What have we learned about the historical Gamaliel, whichever Gamaliel we contemplate? Nothing at all. What we have learned about the institution of the patriarchate and its theology, by contrast, is not negligible.
LOGIC OF COHERENT DISCOURSE AND ORGANIZATION:
We have learned that the patriarchate, represented by the Mishnah's domestic Ma'aseh, had its own theory of how the Mishnah should be composed. It preferred organizing data by the name of an authority, rather than by a topic, as shown in the Gamaliel stories that cross topical boundaries. The very name of the patriarchal authority, on its own, imposed coherence on data that, organized topically, would not cohere.
2. RHETORICAL PREFERENCE: The patriarchate rejected the notion of preserving disputes but focused on the rulings of a single unchallenged authority, as shown in the utter absence of contrary opinions in the domestic Ma'asim. Disputes represented exchanges between equals, and the special standing accorded to the patriarch in the halakic exposition could not be conveyed if his opinion were balanced against other equally authoritative rulings.
3. TOPICAL PREFERENCE AND PROPOSITIONS: Above all, the patriarchate regarded the record of the patriarch's deeds as sufficient to 5 . Whom Paul would have identified as a Christian counterpart to the patriarch or nasi' of the Pharisee is not at issue at this point. But he clearly conceived of a hierarchical church order; and being outside of the genealogy of Jesus (unlike James) and not possessed of living traditions received in the lifetime of Jesus (unlike Simon Peter), he would have had to frame a useful theory of authority on other grounds than the conventional ones.
illustrate the normative law. Not only so, but the patriarchate did not concede the characterization of the patriarch as less in knowledge of the Torah than the body of sages, let alone as bereft of moral authority and dependent on Gothic troops. On the contrary, the patriarch demanded of himself a more rigorous observance of the law than of ordinary people and claimed for himself the markers of mastery of the Torah, physical weakness commensurate with his intellectual power. The patriarch needed not to apologize for his mastery of the Torah, but he distinguishes himself from other masters of the Torah by reason of his ancestry, and with that, the ancestry of the Torah in Israel: a chain of oral tradition from Sinai, in which the patriarchs formed the links of the chain.
What was at stake for the patriarchate clearly concerned who carried forward the tradition of Sinai embodied in the Torah. These components of a theological system sustaining the authority and centrality of the patriarchate in the disposition of the Torah's power point to the heart of the matter, which defined our starting point. At issue is the theology of the patriarchate: the patriarch, deriving from Judah the Patriarch back to Hillel, in his own right possessed the Torah of Sinai and stood in a chain of tradition to Sinai. Then tractate 'Abot forms the patriarchal apologia for the Mishnah, as much as the patriarchal institutional theology. The Mishnah stands on the integrity of the claim of its sponsor, the patriarchate, to possess a free-standing oral tradition from Sinai.
A further formal peculiarity of the Mishnah underscores the specificity of that claim. In the aggregate, the Mishnah only occasionally adduces proof texts on behalf of its legal rulings. The contrary view-"whence this ruling . . . as it is said . . ."-embodies the apologia for the Mishnah that would represent the sages, possessed, as they constantly allege, of superior knowledge of the Torah, with special reference to its exegesis. The Tosefta frequently, and the two Talmuds very commonly, adduce scriptural foundations for laws that the Mishnah sets forth without prooftexts, as freestanding traditions. In that context, Hillel's confrontation with the sons of Beterah on the matter of the Paschal lamb and the Sabbath, t. Pishi a 4.13ff., resolves itself precisely where the patriarchate would have wished. After logical arguments by analogy, based on shared language, and a fortiori, Hillel triumphs, in t. Pishi a 4.14C, with the argument that the patriarchate deemed decisive: "And furthermore: I have received a tradition from my masters that the Passover-sacrifice overrides [the prohibitions of the Sabbath]-and not [solely] the first Passover but the second Passover-sacrifice, and not [solely] the Passover-sacrifice of the community but the Passover-sacrifice of an individual." Then, and only then, the opposition gave way.
The claim of tradition governs, and the chain of tradition continues from Sinai to Judah the Patriarch through Hillel, Gamaliel, Simeon b. Gamaliel, Gamaliel, and Simeon b. Gamaliel, father of Rabbi. Domestic doings then form links in this chain, and the successive patriarchs embody the Torah in exemplary realizations through their household activiti es. No wonder then that, in re-presenting the Mishnah, the two Talmuds' sages would preserve domestic Ma'asim about sages' and not just patriarchs' or exilarchs' deeds in the household. But that is another story. However, the story that we cannot recover at the end we should recall: the biography of the historical Gamaliel.
These are topics on which traditions reliably assigned to patriarchal authorities ruled: If we had to construct components of the curriculum of studies that Paul would have followed at the feet of Gamaliel, that is, under the auspices of the patriarch, it would include questions of liturgy, mourning, treatment of slaves, observance of the Sabbath (travel on the Sabbath, carrying objects from one domain to another on that day), preparation of the Passover offering, preparation of food on the festival, intercalation of the calendar, and matters of uncleannessnearly the whole of the Pharisaic program involving Sabbath and festival observance and cultic cleanness, which are well attested in a first-century venue. Working our way forward from the topical program that Paul may have followed in his studies with Gamaliel to the topics important in Paul's corpus begins, then, with these highly likely areas of halakic learning. But it cannot end there.
PAUL: THE NARRATIVE OF ACTS
Those who programmatically maintain the historicity of Acts express confidence about Paul's study with Gamaliel, 6 but caution is appropriate.
7 Paul himself proudly asserts that he was a Pharisee (Phil 3:5) but nowhere identifies his principal teacher. A recent school of thought holds that Paul remained a Pharisee during his activity as an apostle of Jesus Christ (both in Acts and in his own mind). 8 But for all that his Pharisaic status prior to his conversion is evident and that his standing as such in some regards is conceivable, his own letters never mention Gamaliel in any connection.
Acts may be said to be apologetic in purpose, but Paul's silence in this regard is also tendentious: his theme when he speaks of his conversion in Galatians is that his gospel came from heaven by apocalypse and that human contacts in that connection are beside the point (Gal 1:11-12). Who actually immersed Paul in Jesus' name? Acts might be wrong in saying it was Ananias (Acts 9:17-18; 22:12-16), but someone evidently did (so Gal 4:3-7), despite Paul's reticence to say who. Where was he baptized? Galatians 1:16-17 gives the appearance of an immediate departure for "Arabia" after God "uncovered his Son in" Paul, but he admits in the same breath that, after an Arabian sojourn of three years, he "returned" to Damascus. In this case, he lets a circumstantial detail slip, rather than giving anything away. Although Paul speaks of his mastery of patriarchal tradition in Galatians (1:14) , the only source of the Torah he studied that he mentions is Moses and the angels (Gal 3:19) . Even this mention is ultimately designed to show that he, Paul, confronts the divine glory more directly than Moses ever did (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) . (How such assertions can be squared with the thesis that Paul remained a Pharisee after his conversion is beyond the scope of this consideration.) Paul wrote in the bold strokes of an eternal paradigm, where the details that mattered were how salvation could be won and sanctification effected; the little matter of his Pharisaic and Christian teachers was lost in the shuffle of his conversion from Moses' covenant to Jesus' fulfillment of the Abrahamic covenant.
The principle of John Knox, that Paul's letters are to be accorded precedence over Acts in writing about Paul, has been broadly accepted in the present phase of Pauline scholarship, although it has also been refined to allow for the place of Acts as a resource for the study of earliest Christianity.
9 But absent confirmation from Paul's letters, the reference to Gamaliel in Acts is often dismissed as a legend. When accepted, it is usually on the a priori grounds of Acts' alleged reliability.
It has been asserted that the debate must be resolved on the basis of such global considerations as the balance between legend and reliability in the book of Acts. Jerome Murphy-O'Connor has observed that "the details of Gamaliel's teaching are not relevant" to this consideration. Yet in the same study, he does cite Gamaliel's teaching in regard to the two Torahs in a relatively late source (Sipre 351), 10 in order to support the contention of Acts that Gamaliel was a prominent Pharisee.
11 In this article, we wish to avoid both excluding reference to Gamaliel's teaching in relation to Paul's thought and adducing the position of Gamaliel on the basis of its latest attested forms.
Although the identity of Paul's teacher cannot be established on purely literary grounds, we will suggest in our "Analysis" below that there are affinities between Paul's teaching in his letters and views of Gamaliel as articulated in the Mishnah, Tosefta, and Talmud. These affinities are the only interest here; in this sense, the concern is literary. The "historical" Paul or Gamaliel is not the issue, but the figures that the New Testament and rabbinic documents refer to as such. In the case of Paul, letters sometimes called "authentic," whose priority over the others has been well established, are privileged, because they set the standard within any literary comparison. For Gamaliel, we will make a start with passages of the form-critical category of the Ma'aseh-the "deed" form-because they have been shown to constitute a genre that was established prior to the redaction of the Mishnah, approximately 200 C.E. Other passages will be cited in their increasing distance from the Mishnah. In this way, we do not compare historical figures but Paul and Gamaliel as literary references at key moments within the evolution of the relevant literature. One might take a further step of inference from literary history to history as such, but that is a separate project. Following our "Analysis," we infer that within some topics Paul's argumentation was analogous to Gamaliel's; we leave open the identity of the Pharisee who personally instructed Paul.
THE PATRIARCHAL NARRATIVES OF (A) GAMALIEL AND THE PAULINE CORPUS
In that the present purpose is comparison with the Pauline corpus, the material attributed to Gamaliel will be reviewed heuristically, by topic: (a) calendar, travel, and contact with idols in the Diaspora, (b) keeping house, marriage, work, and slaves, and (c) rules for festivals and the Temple. These are appropriate rubrics in line with our findings on the domestic Ma'asim, their topics, and their tendency. Once the topic is established, we will be able to take up other details besides those covered by the domestic Ma'aseh. At a few points, we will recapitulate sources already set forth. Unless otherwise signified, all passages derive from the Mishnah.
Calendar, Travel, and Contact with Idols in the Diaspora
Gamaliel's authority in establishing the calendar, his contacts with the government, and his influence in the Diaspora are attested in what has been shown to be an early form of tradition in the Mishnah called the Ma'aseh. In this form, what a sage did is shown to establish halakah ('Ed. 7:7):
Rabban Gamaliel went to ask for permission from the government in Syria and he did not come back right away, so they intercalated the year on the condition that Rabban Gamaliel concurred. And when he came back, he said, I concur. So the year turned out to be deemed to have been intercalated.
What kind of permission did Gamaliel seek in Damascus (the seat of government in all Syria, and therefore the center of government for Jerusalem and Judea as well)? The Mishnah provides no direct an-swer. The sages who produced that work were much more interested in getting the year right than in the politics of the Empire. Rome nonetheless had an interest in when great feasts were held and in arrangements for security during those feasts. Festal celebrations could and sometimes did tip over into riot or revolt, and the governor in Damascus and the prefect in Judea jealously guarded the Emperor's arrangement to have the sacrifices he provided offered by Israelite priests in the Temple.
12 This vignette reflects a time when Gamaliel was a go-between who negotiated the interests of the Temple with the government, demonstrating his role in international Judaism as well as in Jerusalem proper.
As in the case of Christian texts, Roman histories, Greek philosophical discourses, and Gnostic speculations, the Mishnah and other rabbinic sources sometimes speak from the context of a cultural environment and people that we can identify. In the case of Gamaliel, we have found above that the form of Ma'aseh is often used in a way that refers clearly to the period prior to the destruction of the Temple. Guided by our observation of that form, we can discern Gamaliel's location in the society of Jerusalem.
The Tosefta (Sanh. 2:6) 13 depicts Rabban Gamaliel and elders writing to Galilee and the Diaspora by means of a scribe named Yohanan:
A. M'SH B: Rabban Gamaliel and sages were in session on the steps to the Temple. B. And Yohanan the scribe was before them. C. He said to him, "Write: D. "[In Aramaic]: 'To our brethren, residents of Upper Galilee and residents of Lower Galilee, May your peace increase! I inform you that the time for the removal has come, to separate the tithes from the olive vats.' E. "'To our brethren, residents of the Upper South and residents of the Lower South, may your peace increase! We inform you that the time for the removal has come, to separate the tithes from the sheaves of grain'. F. "'To our brethren, residents of the Exile of Babylonia, and residents of priesthood than he really was. Still, Gamaliel clearly emerges from the sources as a force to be reckoned with in Jerusalem and beyond, although that influence is also something of a puzzle.
The "brothers" are unlikely to be pharisaic colleagues, since the evidence for Pharisees in the Diaspora is scarce at best. But it does seem reasonable that the Pharisees would attempt to influence practices such as tithing far outside their own immediate circle (see the charge in Matt 23:15).
14 For this reason, the existence of "some sort of archive for the preservation and transmission of written materials" has been suggested. 15 Gamaliel's influence in this field was such that his son Simeon also was involved in such correspondence according to a later source, Mid. Tannaim to Deut. 26:13. 16 The issue here, of course, is not the fact of this correspondence but Simeon's reputation for engaging in such correspondence. This reputation is consistent with the mishnaic statement that people appealed to him to adjudicate how to charge rent during a year in which there was an extra month (m. B. Mesi i'a 8:8). The case concerned derives from Sepphoris, so the presence of Pharisees or pharisaic sympathizers is presupposed. The recent evidence concerning first-century buildings suitable for synagogues and Miqva'ot in Galilee would tend to provide context for that finding. 17 The memory of Gamaliel's contacts with the Diaspora is persistent. The Talmud recollects that he had 500 young men in his "house" (meaning his quarter of the city) who studied Torah and 500 who studied Greek wisdom (b. B. Qam. 83a). Even allowing for hyperbole, this attests an influence far beyond Jerusalem proper. In fact, the text goes on to relate that Gamaliel was exceptional because he had close contacts with the Roman administration.
Contacts with the Diaspora, we have seen, are said to be both physical (in the case of the Syrian journey) and literary (in the case of the encyclical letter). Gamaliel's practices when at sea also became legal precedents, because he defined how to maintain the prohibitions on work and extensive travel on the seventh day under those conditions (m. Peroqlos b. Pelosepos asked Rabban Gamaliel in Akko, when he was washing in Aphrodite's bathhouse, saying to him, "It is written in your Torah, And there shall cleave nothing of a devoted thing to your hand (Deut. 13:18). How is it that you're taking a bath in Aphrodite's bathhouse?" He said to him, "They do not give answers in a bathhouse." When he went out, he said to him, "I never came into her domain. She came into mine. They don't say, Let's make a bathhouse as an ornament for Aphrodite. But they say, Let's make Aphrodite as an ornament for the bathhouse. Another matter: Even if someone gave you a lot of money, you would never walk into your temple of idolatry naked or suffering a flux, nor would you piss in its presence. Yet this thing is standing there at the head of the gutter and everybody pisses right in front of her . . . that which one treats as a god is prohibited, but that which one treats not as a god is permitted."
Gamaliel's principle is simple, and its application would permit any Jew to pass as a participant in Greco-Roman bathing culture: provided an Israelite realized that what is treated as a god is no such thing, the little matter of an idol in a bathhouse was neither here nor there.
The assumption of this story, of course, is that it is pleasant to bathe, and this was a feeling Gamaliel shared with his predecessor (according to m. 'Abot 1:18, cf. 1:13-16; 2:5), Hillel. Hillel once remarked (according to a late tradition in Lev. Rab. 34:3, which nonetheless accords with the perspective of Gamaliel in the Mishnah) that, if idolaters think it an honor to wash the images of their gods, so an Israelite should embrace the honor of bathing his body, which is made in the image of God.
Keeping House, Marriage, Work, and Slaves
Mishnah 'Erubin 6:2 is embedded in a consideration of what to do when there is objection to the construction of an 'erub. Gamaliel taught his family that, if they had to share an alleyway with priests, they should awaken early to put any vessels outside the house. That way, the priests would have no opportunity to set out their own vessels and insist that only their receptacles could be in the alleyway that day. Staking a claim to an 'erub may have been the point of the teaching prior to its incorporation here, but it is notable that there is no direct reference to the 'erub in what Simeon reports in his father Gamaliel's name. The issue might initially have been a more routine question of how to deal with nearby Sadducean families who claimed that the presence of their vessels in an alleyway precluded others, on grounds of priestly purity. In either case, however, we infer from this story that there was a Sadducean neighborhood in proximity to a Pharisaic neighborhood (in Jerusalem, presumably), and that they disputed about who could use the alleyway. This supports the assertion that the father in the story is Gamaliel and the plausibility of the attribution to Simeon ben Gamaliel.
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The extent of Gamaliel's influence is shown by his capacity to establish that a single witness could establish a man's death and, therefore, freedom for his wife to marry again (m. Yebam. 16:7) . 20 This discussion unfolds in a consideration of the calendar, because the Israelite calendar also involved the taking of testimony (in relation to phases of the moon, especially). Just as the application of Gamaliel's principle allowed the testimony of slaves and female slaves in the case of a man's death, Samaritans could witness a writ of divorce in his view (m. Giti . 1:5). Indeed, the testimony of a man who commanded a writ of divorce and then committed suicide was in Simeon ben Gamaliel's opinion to be accepted (Giti . 6:6). He was familiar with cases as far away as Sidon (Giti . 7:5). But, although the influence of Gamaliel's house was felt widely, there was no question of its exerting central authority. In the matter of conditions for work, for example (m. B. Mesi i'a 7:1), Simeon ben Gamaliel insisted that "the practice of the province" should be honored.
Gamaliel was so attached to Tabi, his slave, that he allegedly broke his own rule that a man should not receive condolences for the death of a slave (m. Ber. 2:7). His justification? "Tabi my slave was not like other slaves. He was exacting." By contrast, when his wife died, Gamaliel washed on the first night after the death of his wife (m. Ber. 2:6). His disciples remonstrated: "Did not our master teach us that it is forbidden for a mourner to wash?" He said to them, "I am not like other men. I am frail." one is not to eat with (so 1 Cor 5:11) and foods to be avoided, when eating them might promote idolatry (1 Cor 8:1-13; Rom 14:13-23).
The issue of idolatry brings us to an argumentative analogy between Gamaliel and Paul, rather than a contrast. Paul's principle is simple: "We know that there is no idol in the world and that there is no God but one" (1 Cor 8:4). So the notional sacrifice of food to idols (contrary to the position of James, as cited in Acts 15:19-21) must be beside the point. Yet if the freedom of action this principle implies were to lead a brother to falter, he says he would prefer not to eat meat at all (v. 13; cf. Rom 14:13, 20).
As Paul's statement of the principle is less colorful than Gamaliel's, his application is also more cautious. After all, he is dealing with some people who had actively served idols. For all that, it is striking that Paul simply asserts the view that idols are nonentities, as if a position along the lines of Gamaliel's had been widely accepted.
Keeping House, Marriage, Work, and Slaves
Paul's conception of an eschatologically foreshortened time did not prevent him from setting out famous advice in regard to marrying and not marrying, divorcing, and virginity in the same discussion in which he speaks of time's shortness (1 Cor 7). A particular point on which he and Gamaliel agree is that death frees a wife from the bonds of marriage so as to marry without any suspicion of adultery (see Rom 7:1-3).
Although he does not address the issue of purity in a household as such, Paul does in two ways speak of domestic matters in terms of the related issue of sanctification. First, he turns out in 1 Corinthians to be much less sanguine about idols than 1 Cor 8 alone might suggest. In the runup to his discussion of Eucharistic practice, he sets out a very tough analysis in the course of demanding his readers to flee idolatry (10:14-22). Referring to food sacrificed to idols, he says, "What they sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons and not God: I do not want you to become partners with demons" (v. 19). Further, he insists that "You cannot drink the Lord's cup and the demons' cup; you cannot take part in the Lord's table and the demons' table" (v. 21). These demons and their offerings might be nothing (as he repeats in v. 19), but they are to be avoided absolutely, because the sacred meal of Christ is directly compared with the sacrifices in the Temple (vv. 16-18). Sanctification in Eucharistic practice obliges a complete removal of idolatry at home.
Second,, this same principle of sanctification adheres to the physical bodies of those baptized into Christ. The idea of the body of Christ is fully worked out in 1 Cor 12:12-31, but already in chap. 10, Paul refers to baptism (vv. 1-13) as well as Eucharist, and speaks of belonging to a single body (v. 17) . Just as the body of the faithful forms the body of Christ, so individual believers form the body of the faithful. The individual, too, is "a temple of Holy Spirit, which you have from God" (1 Cor 6:19). This sanctification cuts two ways: against making your flesh one with that of a prostitute (1 Cor 6:15-20) and for the corollary that a man or a woman "sanctifies" an unbelieving spouse, so that their children are "clean" (1 Cor 7:14) .
The issue of work as such does not appear to have disturbed Paul, except as a necessity (see 1 Thess 2:9; 1 Cor 4:12; 9:19; 2 Cor 11:7). But just as he argued for remaining married if one were married, and a remaining single if that were one's state, he also-and in this same discussion-advised against epispasm as well as circumcision, against seeking manumission as well as against putting oneself into artificial submission (1 Cor 7:17-24).
But if this intended as a global imperative, the letter to Philemon is a startling exception. There Paul pleads the case of Onesimus: as a servant he was taken from Philemon for a while, but Philemon should now accept him back as a "brother" (v. 16). Like Tabi before him, Onesimus could hope for a better deal than most in his station.
The sacrifice offered to God by Christ, which Paul has here in mind, consists of the Gentile Christians who have been sanctified by the gift of the Holy Spirit.
Otto Michel links the passage more strictly with 12:1, and takes it that, in both cases, the cult is transcended eschatologically: 27 Das Besondere an dieser Bildsprache des Paulus besteht darin, dass der Begriff auf den eschatologischen Vollzug der Heilsgeschichte hinweist. Was der Kultus besagen will, erfüllt sich in der Endgeschichte.
Both of these exegeses rely upon the invocation of contexts that may indeed be recovered from Paul's theology but that are not explicit here. It is, of course, impossible to exclude the meanings that Cranfield and Michel suggest, but it is striking that neither commentator considers the possibility that Paul might speak of an actual offering, provided by Gentile Christians for sacrifice in Jerusalem. This meaning should not be excluded, unless the straightforward sense of the words is found to be implausible.
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In that Paul refers to the collection just ten verses after he speaks of the offering of the nations (cf. Rom 15:16, 26), it seems only prudent to associate the two. In 1 Cor 16:8, Paul even refers to his decision to stay where he is until the Feast of Pentecost: it has been suggested that he intends at that time to take the collection he refers to in 16:1-2.
29 Whether or not this is the case, Paul clearly keeps the calendar of Judaism in his own mind (even though he did not commend it to Gentile Christians, as we have seen) when the issue of the collection is in play.
A final contrast with Gamaliel completes this picture. While Gamaliel's prostrations suppose knowledge of where the ark had been in the Temple, Paul refers to Christ as a hilasterion. Because sacrifice in the Temple was still proceeding, Paul's assertion in Rom 3:25 is not to be understood as positing a formal replacement of the cult by Jesus' death. The standard references to similar usages in 2 Maccabees (6:28, 29; 17:20-22) ought long ago to have warned commentators against any reading that requires seeing sacrifice as set aside, whether in the manner of Hebrews (as in Cranfield's reading) or in the manner of a transcendent eschatology (as in Michel's reading). 2 Maccabees 3:13, after all, simply speaks of a high priest's "making appeasement" by cultic means. This usage is an extension of the Septuagintal language of hilasmos, where the emphasis falls on the divine affect involved in forgiveness. Even 4 Maccabees, which is probably too late a composition to be used as representing the milieu that was the matrix of Paul's letters, maintains a distinction between God's pleasure in sacrifice and the means of that sacrifice. In 6:28-29, God is asked to be pleased (hileos) with his people by Eleazar, and to make his blood their purification and his life their ransom. The plea is that heroic martyrdom be accepted in an unusual way in light of a radical challenge to the usual means of sacrifice. 4 Maccabees envisages the restoration of cultic sacrifice in the Temple as a result of the sort of heroic sacrifice that is praised.
The usage of the Septuagint, particularly of 2 and 4 Maccabees, militates against the conflation of hilasterion in Rom 3:25 with the "mercy seat" of Lev 16, as of course does the absence of the definite article in Paul's usage. There is a natural relationship between the two, because the hilasterion of Lev 16 (vv. 2, 13, 14, 15) is where the high priest makes appeasement (exilasetai, v. 16; cf. vv. 17, 18, 20) . Jesus for Paul is hilasterion because he provides the occasion on which God may be appeased, and for that reason an opportunity for the correct offering of sacrifice in Jerusalem.
CONCLUSION
What we have shown are points of congruence, an intersection of topics set forth in the two traditions, Paul's and the Mishnah's for the patriarchate. Our intent has been not only to move from the particular, (a) Gamaliel, to the general, the patriarchate, to the global, the topical program, and back via the global and the topical and the general to the particular, Paul, as we have done. It is also to identify the fundamental principles that animated the theological systems of Paul and the patriarchate. The particulars and the consequent topical interests attain cogency precisely where, in Judaism, they should: in the theology of the Torah and its contemporary realization (1) that animated the Mishnah; and (2) that in the counterpart to the Torah, Christ, formed the foundation of Paul's system as well.
